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Davis (IL)
DeGette
DeLauro
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Edwards
Engel
Ensign
Eshoo
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Fazio
Filner
Flake
Foglietta
Ford
Frank (MA)
Frost
Furse
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gillmor
Gonzalez
Green
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hastings (FL)
Hefley
Hefner
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hooley
Hoyer
Hunter
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (WI)
Johnson, E. B.
Kanjorski
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)

Kennelly
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kleczka
Klink
LaFalce
Lampson
Lantos
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manton
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McDermott
McGovern
McIntosh
McNulty
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (CA)
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Morella
Murtha
Nadler
Neal
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Oxley
Pallone
Parker
Pascrell
Paul
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)

Pickett
Pomeroy
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Rivers
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sandlin
Sawyer
Scarborough
Schaefer, Dan
Schaffer, Bob
Schumer
Scott
Serrano
Shays
Sherman
Skaggs
Skelton
Slaughter
Snyder
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stenholm
Stokes
Strickland
Stupak
Tauscher
Thompson
Thornberry
Thurman
Tierney
Torres
Towns
Turner
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Waters
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Wexler
Weygand
Wise
Woolsey
Wynn
Yates

NOT VOTING—9

Clayton
Dellums
Etheridge

Harman
Kingston
McHugh

McIntyre
Payne
Price (NC)

b 1525
Mrs. MEEK of Florida changed her

vote from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’
Mr. KUCINICH changed his vote from

‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’
So the committee amendment in the

nature of a substitute, as amended, was
agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). The question is on the en-
grossment and third reading of the
joint resolution.

The joint resolution was ordered to
be engrossed and read a third time, and
was read the third time.

MOTION TO RECOMMIT

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, I offer
a motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the
gentleman opposed to the joint resolu-
tion?

Mr. HAMILTON. I am, Mr. Speaker.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

Clerk will report the motion to recom-
mit.

The Clerk read as follows:
Mr. HAMILTON moves to recommit the

joint resolution, House Joint Resolution 58,
to the Committee on International Rela-
tions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the previous question is or-
dered on the motion to recommit.

There was no objection.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the motion to recommit.
The question was taken; and the

Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I demand
a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 251, noes 175,
not voting 7, as follows:

[Roll No. 48]

AYES—251

Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Bass
Bateman
Bereuter
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bono
Boyd
Brown (FL)
Bryant
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Clement
Coble
Collins
Combest
Condit
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeFazio
Delahunt
DeLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Doolittle
Duncan
Dunn
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Ensign
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Foley
Forbes
Fowler
Fox

Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gibbons
Gilman
Gingrich
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Harman
Hastert
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Hefner
Herger
Hill
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holden
Horn
Hostettler
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jenkins
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kildee
Kim
King (NY)
Klug
Knollenberg
Kucinich
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lucas
Manzullo
Markey
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHale
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
McKinney

McNulty
Meek
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Molinari
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Myrick
Neal
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Packard
Pappas
Pascrell
Paxon
Pease
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Poshard
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Riggs
Riley
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Royce
Ryun
Salmon
Sanders
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer, Dan
Schaffer, Bob
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shaw
Shimkus
Shuster
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (OR)
Smith (TX)
Smith, Adam
Smith, Linda
Snowbarger
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stark
Stearns
Stump

Sununu
Talent
Tanner
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thune
Thurman

Tiahrt
Traficant
Upton
Visclosky
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)

Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOES—175

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baldacci
Barrett (WI)
Barton
Becerra
Bentsen
Berman
Berry
Bilbray
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Bonilla
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Brady
Brown (CA)
Brown (OH)
Cannon
Capps
Cardin
Carson
Clay
Clyburn
Coburn
Coyne
Cummings
Davis (IL)
DeGette
DeLauro
Dellums
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Dreier
Edwards
Ehlers
Engel
Eshoo
Farr
Fattah
Fazio
Filner
Flake
Foglietta
Ford
Frank (MA)
Frost
Furse
Gejdenson

Gephardt
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gonzalez
Green
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hamilton
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hooley
Houghton
Hoyer
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (WI)
Johnson, E. B.
Kanjorski
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Klink
Kolbe
LaFalce
Lampson
Lantos
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manton
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McDermott
McGovern
Meehan
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (CA)
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Morella

Murtha
Nadler
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Oxley
Pallone
Parker
Pastor
Paul
Payne
Pelosi
Pickett
Pomeroy
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Rivers
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sandlin
Sawyer
Schiff
Schumer
Scott
Serrano
Shadegg
Shays
Sherman
Skaggs
Snyder
Stabenow
Stenholm
Stokes
Strickland
Stupak
Tauscher
Thompson
Thornberry
Tierney
Torres
Towns
Turner
Velazquez
Vento
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Wexler
Weygand
Wise
Woolsey
Wynn
Yates

NOT VOTING—7

Clayton
Conyers
Etheridge

Kingston
McHugh
McIntyre

Price (NC)

b 1546

Mr. DICKS, and Mr. STRICKLAND
changed their vote from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’

So the joint resolution was passed.
The result of vote was announced as

above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

f

PAPERWORK ELIMINATION ACT OF
1997

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call
up House Resolution 88 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:
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H. RES. 88

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 1(b) of rule XXIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 852) to amend
chapter 35 of title 44, United States Code,
popularly known as the Paperwork Reduc-
tion Act, to minimize the burden of Federal
paperwork demands upon small businesses,
educational and nonprofit institutions, Fed-
eral contractors, State and local govern-
ments, and other persons through the spon-
sorship and use of alternative information
technologies. The first reading of the bill
shall be dispensed with. General debate shall
be confined to the bill and shall not exceed
one hour equally divided and controlled by
the chairman and ranking minority member
of the Committee on Small Business. After
general debate the bill shall be considered
for amendment under the five-minute rule.
Each section shall be considered as read.
During consideration of the bill for amend-
ment, the Chairman of the Committee of the
Whole may accord priority in recognition on
the basis of whether the Member offering an
amendment has caused it to be printed in the
portion of the Congressional Record des-
ignated for that purpose in clause 6 of rule
XXIII. Amendments so printed shall be con-
sidered as read. At the conclusion of consid-
eration of the bill for amendment the Com-
mittee shall rise and report the bill to the
House with such amendments as may have
been adopted. The previous question shall be
considered as ordered on the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without inter-
vening motion except one motion to recom-
mit with or without instructions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). The gentlewoman from North
Carolina [Mrs. MYRICK] is recognized
for 1 hour.

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, for the
purpose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. HALL], pending which I
yield myself such time as I may
consume. During consideration of this
resolution, all time yielded is for the
purpose of debate only.

Mr. Speaker, the resolution provides
for consideration of H.R. 852, the Pa-
perwork Elimination Act of 1997, under
an open rule. The rule provides for 1
hour of general debate, equally divided
between the chairman and ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee on
Small Business.

Members who have preprinted their
amendments in the RECORD prior to
their consideration will be given prior-
ity in recognition to offer their amend-
ments, if otherwise consistent with
House rules. Finally, the rule provides
for one motion to recommit with or
without instructions.

I am pleased that this bill will be
considered under an open rule which
was unanimously approved by the Com-
mittee on Rules. While the chairman of
the Committee on Small Business tes-
tified to the Committee on Rules that
he did not expect any amendments,
this rule will provide the entire House
with sufficient time to offer amend-
ments.

The Paperwork Elimination Act will
decrease the burden of Federal paper-
work by requiring all Federal agencies

to give small businesses, educational
and nonprofit organizations, State and
local governments the option of filing
required information by means of elec-
tronic submission, such as e-mail, fax,
and other means. This new ability will
enable all of these organizations to
save time and money, help ease the pa-
perwork and regulatory burden on
them and other taxpayers, and improve
the efficiency and accuracy of Federal
information collection.

My colleagues may remember that
we unanimously passed identical legis-
lation in the 104th Congress. Unfortu-
nately, it was never considered by the
other body.

I am glad we are again going to have
the opportunity to free small busi-
nesses and other organizations from
the shackles of oppressive, excessive
Federal regulations. As a small busi-
ness owner myself, I can say that too
much time is spent filling out forms in
order to comply with endless Federal
regulation. Decreasing this burden will
be very beneficial to all small business
owners, as they will now be able spend
their time and money on productive ac-
tivities that will lead to the expansion
of their business.

Finally, the Paperwork Elimination
Act is a much-needed continuation of
the popular Paperwork Reduction Act
of 1995, which the President signed into
law on May 22, 1995. I was very support-
ive of the Paperwork Reduction Act,
which reduced the information collec-
tion burdens on the public and ensured
a more efficient and productive admin-
istration of information resources.

The legislation we will consider
today builds upon that progress and pa-
perwork reduction.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

(Mr. HALL of Ohio asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
want to thank my colleague from
North Carolina [Mrs. MYRICK] for yield-
ing me the time.

This is an open rule. It will allow for
full and fair debate on H.R. 852. It is a
bill to reduce the burden of Federal pa-
perwork requirements for small busi-
nesses, educational and nonprofit insti-
tutions, Federal contractors, State and
local governments and others. The bill
is virtually identical to the one, H.R.
2715, that was passed unanimously by
the House last year. This measure is a
continuation of Congress’s effort to re-
duce the demands made on our citizens
as a result of Federal regulation.

As my colleague from North Carolina
has described, this rule provides 1 hour
of general debate equally divided and
controlled by the chairman and rank-
ing minority member of the Committee
on Small Business. Under this rule,
amendments will be allowed under the
5-minute rule, the normal amending
process in the House. All Members on

both sides of the aisle will have the op-
portunity to offer amendments. No
hearings were conducted on this bill
during the 105th Congress. However,
eliminating this step is appropriate be-
cause of the extensive legislative his-
tory of H.R. 2715 from the 104th Con-
gress, and the agreement was worked
out between the chairman and the
ranking minority member of the Com-
mittee on Small Business.

Mr. Speaker, I urge adoption of this
open rule and the bill.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as she may consume to the
gentlewoman from Ohio [Ms. PRYCE].

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
thank my colleague from North Caro-
lina [Mrs. MYRICK], a valuable new
member of our Committee on Rules, for
yielding me this time. I rise in full sup-
port of this rule and this bill. As my
colleague has described, this is a very
open rule. Any Member can be heard on
any germane amendment to the bill at
the appropriate time as long as it is
consistent with the normal rules of the
House.

Bills reported from the Committee
on Small Business have traditionally
been considered under open rules and
this is no exception. The Paperwork
Elimination Act is a timely, straight-
forward effort to bring the Federal
Government further into the informa-
tion age while at the same time reduc-
ing the public cost of meeting govern-
ment’s information needs. Unfortu-
nately, but not surprisingly, the Fed-
eral Government is lagging behind the
rest of the Nation in using new tech-
nology.

As the report on H.R. 852 points out,
many individuals today can send and
receive mail, take care of their per-
sonal finances or even read a news-
paper, all from a personal computer.
Those same individuals should be able
to conduct much of their business with
the Federal Government electronically
as well.

That is what this legislation sets out
to do. H.R. 852 will help minimize the
burden of Federal paperwork demands
on small businesses and other entities
by requiring executive branch agencies
to provide for optional use of elec-
tronic technology to meet the informa-
tion needs of the Federal Government.

The winners will not only be Ameri-
ca’s small businesses but also edu-
cational and nonprofit institutions,
Federal contractors, State, and local
governments and others who face a dis-
proportionate share of the burden of
complying with the myriad of Federal
regulations.

Mr. Speaker, I knew the regulatory
burden on small business was heavy to
begin with, but I was amazed to learn
that the amount of time and effort
spent in meeting the Government’s pa-
perwork demands has a dollar value
roughly equivalent to 9 percent of the
Nation’s gross domestic product. Con-
gress must lighten this load. By ena-
bling the Federal Government to take
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advantage of the information age, this
legislation will enable small business
owners across America to utilize smart
technology available today to reduce
those costs and to eliminate barriers to
job creation and economic productiv-
ity. That means less time spent filing
forms and more time innovating, ex-
panding, and providing goods and serv-
ices to our economy.

b 1600
Mr. Speaker, I congratulate the gen-

tleman from Missouri [Mr. TALENT],
the chairman of the committee, for
bringing this important legislation for-
ward and for crafting a commonsense
solution to what has become a serious
regulatory headache for many of our
small businesses.

I urge adoption of this very fair and
reasonable rule and this commonsense
legislation.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 6 minutes to the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. BONIOR].

Mr. BONIOR. I thank my colleague
for yielding the time.

Mr. Speaker, let me begin by com-
plimenting the committee, the gentle-
woman from North Carolina [Mrs.
MYRICK] and my Republican colleagues
for bringing out this open rule and for
bringing out this important piece of
legislation which would reduce the pa-
perwork that our constituents are bur-
dened with in today’s society.

I come to the floor this afternoon in
support of the substance of this bill,
but I want to raise another issue. The
issue I want to raise is the question of
campaign finance reform. We set our
priorities in this institution by press
conference, by meetings, by bipartisan
meetings, and what is painfully miss-
ing from our set of priorities is a sched-
uled time in which this institution, all
of us participating, under an open rule,
similar to what we will be debating
this bill under, can discuss an issue
that is burning within the country.
That issue is how do we solve this cri-
sis that we have with campaign finance
reform?

I do not believe, Mr. Speaker, that
there is much disagreement on either
side of the aisle that the way we fi-
nance our political campaigns in this
country is broken. We all know that.
The American people are increasingly
becoming aware that it is broken. Each
and every election demonstrates that
it is broken.

In 1996 an estimated $2.7 billion, with
a B, was spent on political campaigns.
Now with recent court rulings, we
know that the rules are wide open. We
can spend what we want the way we
want to spend it, virtually. We have
got to do something to limit the influ-
ence of money in our campaigns. We
need to fix the system. We need to
limit the amount of money. We need to
stop the negative advertising. We need
to get on with voting again.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BONIOR. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, my
good friend has been a Member of this
body for 20 years, longer than I have.
He knows that rule XIV requires us to
speak to the subject matter before us.
His statement does not.

I am not going to interfere if the gen-
tleman is going to finish his statement
in his allotted time, but if I see other
people doing this, we are going to have
to abide by the rules of the House. I
would say that out of respect to the
gentleman as the minority whip that
he certainly could continue, but I
would hope that he would use his influ-
ence to make sure that we do abide by
the rest of the rules.

I do thank the gentleman for yield-
ing.

Mr. BONIOR. The gentleman is wel-
come.

Mr. Speaker, I am talking this after-
noon about the priorities. While paper-
work reduction is a priority, and it is a
good one, it may not be Earth-shatter-
ing but it is important. As I listened
carefully to what the gentlewoman
from Ohio [Ms. PRYCE] had to say, it
consumes 9 percent, as I understand
from her remarks, of the GNP in the
country. That is a very big burden on
this country. But it is also a burden on
this country to be spending $2.7 billion
on a system that we know is broke,
that is eroding the confidence of the
American people that this institution
works, and I think that ought to be a
priority as well.

Let me just say to my friends and
colleagues this afternoon, on the open-
ing day of this Congress we on this side
of the aisle offered a proposal that
would bring campaign finance reform
to the floor within the first 100 days of
this Congress. That obviously does not
look like it is going to happen.

A few weeks ago, we had a bipartisan
discussion to agree on a common agen-
da for this Congress. We did it over in
the Senate. We did it with the Presi-
dent, Republicans, and Democrats, and
this issue was not raised again.

Last week the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. MILLER] began a series of
procedural votes to protest the failure
to schedule a debate on campaign fi-
nance reform. Today, in conclusion, I
might add to my friend from New
York, we are going to be offering on
the previous question a motion that
will say basically we have to debate
this issue in an open and full way by
May 31, before the Memorial Day re-
cess, so we can meet the goal of trying
to finish this by the Fourth of July.

We need a full and a fair debate on
this proposal, as we are having and will
have on the Paperwork Reduction Act.
Every day that passes, the country be-
comes more and more disgusted with
our failure to act. We need to get our
people involved in the political process
once again.

I want, Mr. Speaker, the election day
in this country to mean something. I
want every citizen of this country to
feel an urgency and a seriousness about
voting. And, most important, I want

our schoolchildren studying the Dec-
laration of Independence or the Con-
stitution today to feel the same excite-
ment that the authors felt more than
200 years ago.

So I urge my colleagues, vote today.
It is not about a particular bill or a so-
lution. I am not calling for any par-
ticular solution to this. What I am
calling for is we set a time in which we
can debate this. This is about setting
up a process to debate the campaign fi-
nance reform bill, and I urge my col-
leagues, vote no on the previous ques-
tion so that we can debate real cam-
paign finance reform on the House
floor before Memorial Day.

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from
California [Mr. MILLER].

Mr. MILLER of California. I thank
the gentleman for yielding time.

Mr. Speaker, I too agree with the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
BONIOR], the minority whip, who was
just in the well, that this is about our
priorities and this rule is about our pri-
orities and the previous question will
be about our priorities. One hundred
and eleven Members of this Congress at
the beginning of this year or even be-
fore the first of this year, on a biparti-
san basis, wrote to the Speaker of the
House and asked that we have cam-
paign finance reform in the first 100
days of this session of Congress. We are
awaiting an answer from the Speaker
on that issue. The silence is deafening.

At the same time, we see the minor-
ity leader in the Senate, [Mr.
DASCHLE], has made campaign finance
reform the top issue in their agenda
and has asked the majority leader to
do the same. The gentleman from Mis-
souri [Mr. GEPHARDT], minority leader
in this House, has asked that we con-
sider this within the first 100 days.
President Clinton has called for action
by July 4. Yet we hear nothing from
the Republican leadership about cam-
paign finance reform. Again, the si-
lence is not only deafening, it is para-
lyzing us and an ability to deal with a
system that the American public has
come to disrespect, to understand is
corrosive, to understand is corrupting,
and yet we see nothing from the Re-
publican side of the aisle to deal with
campaign finance reform.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I have a
parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). Will the gentleman yield for
an inquiry?

Mr. MILLER of California. Yes, Mr.
Speaker.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state it.

Mr. SOLOMON. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, in order for us to deter-
mine whether debate being engaged in
by the minority as an attempt to de-
feat the previous question is relevant
to the pending rule and the legislation
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it makes in order, it is necessary for us
to have a copy of the minority’s pro-
posed amendment to the rule, and I
would just ask if the Chair has been
provided with the amendment and, if
so, could the Chair provide us with a
copy? The minority has not provided
our side with it.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, if I may continue——

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will suspend.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, is there
a copy at the desk?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair is not aware of an amendment.

The gentleman from California [Mr.
MILLER] may proceed.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Speaker, I
have a parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentleman from California yield for the
parliamentary inquiry?

Mr. MILLER of California. I yield to
the gentleman from Connecticut.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state it.

Mr. GEJDENSON. Is it not in order
to simply oppose the rule?

Mr. SOLOMON. Sure. Absolutely.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-

tleman from California [Mr. MILLER]
may proceed.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, I think if the gentleman
wants to discuss paperwork reduction,
we can think of all of those corpora-
tions and all of those small businesses
that are getting hit with subpoenas and
interrogatories about whether or not
they are a small business, whether or
not they exist, whether or not the per-
son that gave the money and their
name is really a real person, whether
the business is real or not.

Mr. Speaker, the point is this: The
top priority of this Congress ought to
be to get its house in order, and the
cancer that is spreading throughout
this institution and is spreading
throughout our Government is the lack
of decent, open, and fair ways to fi-
nance our campaigns. The current sys-
tem is broken, it is corrupting of this
institution, it is corrosive of our demo-
cratic institutions.

The American people deserve some-
thing better, and we deserve an answer
from the Republicans as to a date cer-
tain when they will bring campaign fi-
nance reform to the floor of the House
of Representatives so this House can
work its will. There is no question but
there is a majority of people on this
floor to reform the existing system. We
should not be denied an opportunity to
do that, and we ought to rearrange the
priorities of this Congress. We have
been here now 3 months and we have
rarely been in session. Yet somehow we
cannot find time to deal with this most
urgent matter in terms of the preserve
of the best of our democratic institu-
tions, the integrity of this House and
the freedom of the American people to
have a fair election and a fair outcome.

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. DOGGETT].

Mr. DOGGETT. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding time.

Mr. Speaker, if the spirit of biparti-
sanship that we have heard much about
over the course of the last few days is
to be any more meaningful than ‘‘I’ll
smile at you if you’ll smile at me,’’
then I think that a place to start with
true bipartisanship is to allow the peo-
ple, Republican and Democrat alike,
who want to do something about the
increasingly corrupting influence of
money and politics at all levels of our
Federal elections, to give them an op-
portunity to come forward and craft a
bipartisan solution to this tremendous
problem.

Thoughts of bipartisanship and of
campaign finance reform are hardly
new to this institution. Indeed, in 1995
in New Hampshire, in the summer, in
front of a senior citizens’ group, we had
many smiles from President Clinton
and Speaker GINGRICH looking at each
other, shaking hands, being very bipar-
tisan and collegial and friendly over
the concept of campaign finance re-
form. And what happened after that?
Absolutely nothing. It took from that
summer until the next summer before
we got something in this House called
reform week, which ended up being a
reform hour, which denied to us an op-
portunity to consider the bipartisan
Clean Congress Act, a measure that by
its very name had broad bipartisan
support and was designed to do some-
thing about the influence of money in
our campaigns.

I believe the American people want
us to address this problem. And so this
afternoon, in the course of this particu-
lar bill, it is appropriate to talk about
two things: priorities and paper.

When it comes to paper, I would
maintain that the type of paperwork
reduction that the American people are
most concerned about at this time,
when they are hearing about the Lin-
coln bedroom, when they are hearing
about Republicans down at Palm Beach
meeting with people that gave $100,000
in soft money to the Republican Party,
the kind of paper that we ought to be
concerned about reducing is the kind
that says pay to the order of, pay to
the order of whichever candidate or po-
litical committee or whatever is in-
volved. We ought to be concerned about
reducing that.

The only reason that we did not get
a chance to address that issue in the
last Congress and were cut off from a
bipartisan opportunity to consider this
national scandal, the only reason is be-
cause instead of paperwork reduction,
our Speaker has been very candid in
saying that he favors paperwork expan-
sion. He does not think there is enough
paper in the political process. He
thinks we need more paper, we need
more checks, we need to spend even
more special interest money than is
being expended at the current time in
our political system.

I believe we need to be concerned
about real paperwork reduction, and
that is to reduce the influence of spe-
cial interest money in our campaigns.
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Hundreds of millions of dollars of so-
called soft money that gets outside of
the course of the current campaign fi-
nancing laws, as deficient as they are,
are being expended by both parties.
There is no one perfect solution to this
problem, there is no one perfect Demo-
cratic or Republican solution. Rather,
we ought to have the opportunity on
the floor of this House to come to-
gether and offer our different ideas, to
not be restricted to an hour, as we were
2 years ago, and denied the opportunity
to consider the only bipartisan pro-
posal that was advanced at that time.
We ought to be able to come together,
reason together, and work out a solu-
tion to this most critical paperwork
problem.

As my colleagues know, it is not for
want of time that we have not consid-
ered this issue. We spent a week here
last week whereby all we did was com-
mend the Nicaraguans and Guate-
malans, and I know that was a hard
load for some, but I believe we can take
on the harder jobs.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. SOLOMON. Parliamentary in-
quiry, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). The gentleman from New
York will state his parliamentary in-
quiry.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, there is
nothing I would rather stand up here
and talk about than what happened
with the Lincoln bedroom, and what
happened with economic espionage in
this administration, what happened
with the breaches of national security
in this country by the administration.
This is not the time to be discussing
that, but I would be glad to take the
well and discuss all of this at the ap-
propriate time.

My parliamentary inquiry is this,
Mr. Speaker: Under House Rule XIV,
which requires that a Member must
confine himself to the question under
debate, is it relevant to the debate on
either this rule or the bill it makes in
order to engage in a discussion on the
merits of campaign finance law?

Would the Speaker please rule on
that?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair would be happy to refer all Mem-
bers to page 529 of the Rules of the
House, which says that debate on a spe-
cial order providing for the consider-
ation of a bill may range, and ‘‘range’’
is the appropriate word here, to the
merits of a measure to be considered
under that special order, but may not
range to the merits of a bill, but should
not range to the merits of a measure
not to be considered.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, what
you have just said is that we must con-
fine our statements to the merits of
the legislation before us, and I would
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just ask the Chair to please enforce the
rules of the House.

I have been informed by my good
friend over here, and he is a good friend
and trying to be congenial, but he now
tells me he has a number of speakers
that are going to pursue this issue that
is not germane to the issue before us,
and we just cannot have that. We have
to abide by the rules of the House, and
I would ask the Speaker to enforce the
rules of the House from here on out.

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Connecticut [Ms. DELAURO].

Ms. DeLAURO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
opposition to the previous question,
and let me tell my colleagues why.

As we rise today to take up another
burning issue on the GOP agenda, the
Paperwork Reduction Act, I ask my
Republican colleagues to allow us to
debate a more meaningful reduction of
paper. Let us talk about how we reduce
the amount of paper money that exists
in political campaigns today.

Our system of financing political
campaigns is broken, and it is time for
us to fix it. We may not all agree on
the best way to fix the problem, but
surely we can all agree on one thing,
that there is too much paper money in
political campaigns, it costs too much
money to run for public office, we
spend too much time raising money for
our campaigns, and at the end of the
day it takes our time away from the
more important duties we are engaged
in.

I know it, my colleagues know it.
Most importantly, the American people
know it.

Republicans in the House and Senate
have asked for several million dollars
to investigate campaign financing in
the last election. Those investigations
are important, and they should move
forward, and they should not be used as
an excuse to delay action on campaign
finance reform.

All the Democrats are asking is this:
Give us an open, unrestricted debate on
campaign finance reform by May 31, by
Memorial Day. We can get money out
of politics and pass meaningful cam-
paign finance reform, but first we need
an open and a fair debate. Only one
person can schedule a vote on cam-
paign finance reform, and that is the
Speaker of this House.

Mr. Speaker, it is time to stop wast-
ing time. Let us schedule a vote on
campaign finance reform. Congress
surely could stand a little paperwork
reduction, but let us reduce the
amount of money in politics.

Vote ‘‘no’’ on the previous question.
Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I

yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. MCGOVERN].

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I sup-
port the Paperwork Reduction Act, but
I think it could be made better, and I
think we can make it better and really
reduce paperwork if we pass true, hon-
est to goodness campaign finance re-

form. The American people want it,
certainly my constituents want it, the
President has asked for it. Why has the
Republican leadership not made cam-
paign finance reform a number one pri-
ority?

The Paperwork Reduction Act before
us today is all fine and nice, and as I
said, I do support it, but is this really
our number one priority? Is this the
number one priority of this Nation?

Mr. Speaker, I ask the majority lead-
ership to bring campaign finance re-
form to the floor of this House by Me-
morial Day. Time is being lost, and the
public disgust and skepticism is rising.
We must act now on real campaign fi-
nance reform. I urge my colleagues to
oppose the previous question, and I
urge the Republican leadership to
please make campaign finance reform a
number one priority.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
California [Mr. FARR].

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the gentleman for yielding
time to me.

Mr. Speaker, I rise on the debate on
the rule on paperwork reduction. This
is a debate that determines the proce-
dures of the House, and this is the only
way in which we can deal with the law
that will come after this debate, the
law on paperwork reduction. The only
way we can get a debate on a new law
is to schedule that debate on the floor,
and I rise to the issue that this rule
does not go far enough because it has
not scheduled the real paperwork re-
duction in America, which is the reduc-
tion in the amount of money that flows
into campaigns.

Mr. Speaker, we ought to be debating
the law on campaign reform. It was
asked for by the President, it was
promised by the Speaker, and it is cer-
tainly in demand by Members who are
here today on both sides of the aisle.

We have bills before Congress. The
work has been done on writing that
law. There are many versions of it. But
that law cannot reach the floor until
the Committee on Rules sets the date,
and the date ought to be before this
country’s next national birthday on
July 4.

If we did, indeed, deal with this rule,
we would be talking about real reduc-
tion, we would be talking about reduc-
tion in the time it takes to raise
money, time that could be better spent
in managing this Nation’s affairs. We
would be spending less time, certainly
less paperwork, because there would be
less checks written to campaigns.
There would be less money flowing into
Washington. There would be less time
fund-raising. There would be more time
spent governing.

So, Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues
to oppose this rule because this rule
does not go far enough, because this
rule fails to bring what this Nation de-
mands, and that is the real law of re-
form to this floor, which is campaign
law reform.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Texas [Ms. JACKSON-LEE].

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, many of us worked very hard
to bring to the American public the ac-
knowledgment that we understood how
hard they worked. The Paperwork Re-
duction Act simply says that we recog-
nize that the business of America is to
create jobs and not to be entangled
with hostile paperwork and regula-
tions, but yet we also recognize our re-
sponsibility in the U.S. Congress.

I think it is disappointing that this
rule has not had or given us the oppor-
tunity to confront the real question
that the American people are asking
us: Can we clean up our own House?
Can we reduce the entanglement and
regulations of a misdirected campaign
finance structure that really does not
allow those who come here to work to
work without the shackles of confusion
and the shackles of debate on how we
raise money to make sure that the
voices of all Americans are heard?

I truly believe in the integrity of the
Members of this House, that they come
here, most of all, to represent their
constituents and represent America,
but until we get out in front and deal
with the question of how we finance
these elections, how we reemphasize
the importance of making sure the av-
erage person has access to this U.S.
Congress, I happen to be a supporter of
the Farr bill. But what I think most of
all is important in terms of campaign
finance reform is that this House shows
it means business and that it gets down
to the business of both raising the
question of campaign finance reform,
debating the question of finance re-
form, and not hiding the ball.

It is crucial that we, as Members of
this House, acknowledge to the Amer-
ican people that we are not tied up by
the interests of others other than the
interests of them that bring us to this
body.

Mr. Speaker, it is so very important
that this rule include campaign finance
reform.

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from New York [Mr. SOLO-
MON].

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I was
taken earlier by Speaker GINGRICH and
by Minority Leader GEPHARDT when
they came to the floor and they talked
about the need for comity in this body.
But we are really being hard pressed
here today. I know that this is Thurs-
day, there is no session tomorrow, and
Members do want to go home, but I feel
moved to bring a point of order against
the Members that are standing up talk-
ing about issues that are not germane
to this issue, and certainly that would
be upheld by the Chair because they
are not germane. That of course would
be subject to an appeal, if the minority
saw fit to do. That would drag Mem-
bers over here. That would prolong the
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measures again. It would probably
cause all kinds of problems.

So I am not going to press a point of
order today. I am going to let my col-
leagues use up the balance of their
time, but we just have to say out of
courtesy to Members on both sides that
we have to stick to the rules of the
House. Rule 14 says that we must speak
to the germaneness of the issues before
us.

So I just wanted Members to do that,
and I hope Members have a nice week-
end.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Connecticut [Mr. GEJDENSON].

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Speaker, I
want to express my appreciation to the
gentleman from New York [Mr. SOLO-
MON] for his gentleness today. We are
in the minority. We do not have a lot
of control over the process here.

This is really a fight over control.
When we were in control in 1975–76, we
passed campaign finance reform. When
I led the effort, we passed it twice, once
vetoed by President Bush, and under
our rules I am not allowed to name the
Senator from Kentucky, but I can ref-
erence the gentleman from the other
body in the majority party who has
filibustered campaign reform to death
in the past and threatens to do it
again. I commend the committee for
bringing this Paperwork Reduction Act
before us. It is something we ought to
do. But as we weigh our responsibilities
as Members of Congress, one of the
things happening is all our credibility
is diminished by the present situation.

As my colleagues know, I think we
ought to do something simple now. We
ought to put a limit of $100, we ought
to tax advertising so we have the re-
sources to make a public match so
every American can feel empowered to
be part of this process.

Now I know that if we brought that
bill and four or five others—I do not
know that mine would win, but in that
debate I know we would help build con-
fidence in this system, we would at the
end of the day take a step forward, and
that is what this debate is really all
about.

There are lots of vehicles that we
will try to use, as the minority. Those
guys have the majority; I recognize
that. They make the rules; they make
the decision as to what bills come to
the floor and what bills do not come to
the floor.

Mr. SCARBOROUGH. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GEJDENSON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Florida.

Mr. SCARBOROUGH. Mr. Speaker,
the gentleman from Connecticut is
talking about how he is in the minor-
ity now. I am relatively new to the in-
stitution.

Mr. GEJDENSON. But the gentleman
from Florida is doing real well for a
new guy.

Mr. SCARBOROUGH. The gentleman
is, too, and I like his hair in the spirit
of Hershey and comity.

Mr. GEJDENSON. I thank the gen-
tleman.

Mr. SCARBOROUGH. But, as my col-
leagues know, if the gentleman could
give me a little historical perspective
as a relatively new Member here, I be-
lieve that they were all in the majority
in 1993 and 1994, and I also believe that
they had somebody in the White House
who was also a Democrat. Could the
gentleman tell me if they all passed
campaign finance in 1993 or 1994 or if
the gentleman’s selective memory pre-
vents him from doing this?
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Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Speaker, re-

claiming my time, I would just say to
the gentleman’s question, we passed
campaign finance reform and President
George Bush vetoed it. We passed it
through this House. It got to the Sen-
ate, and I can only reference the gen-
tleman in the other body in the Repub-
lican Party from Kentucky who filibus-
tered it to death, and in the opening
days of this Congress he threatened to
filibuster any new campaign reform
bill to death.

We passed it, it got vetoed by Presi-
dent Bush. We passed it through the
House, it was filibustered to death in
the Senate.

What we are saying is, let us join to-
gether and pass a limit on spending.
Let us limit the amount of money. Let
us rebuild confidence in this system so
we can work to reduce paperwork, so
we can reduce the amount of time we
spend raising money, and put our at-
tention back on the people’s business
to take care of children, to make sure
they have health care, to make sure
the people losing their benefits have
jobs and not street corners to hang out
on.
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. (Mr.
LAHOOD). The Chair would advise Mem-
bers to avoid making references to
Members of the other body.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I have a
parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state it.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, how
much time is left on either side, and
was the clock running when the gen-
tleman used up all his time?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair would advise the gentleman from
New York the Chair is keeping very
good time.

The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. HALL]
has 41⁄2 minutes remaining, and the
gentlewoman from North Carolina
[Mrs. MYRICK] has 23 minutes remain-
ing.

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. SCARBOROUGH].

Mr. SCARBOROUGH. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentlewoman for yielding me
time, and I certainly hope I have the
same timekeeper on my two minutes as
the previous speaker had on his one.

Mr. Speaker, I would just like to say
to the previous speaker that the ques-

tion that was asked was what happened
while the Democrats had control in
1993 and 1994 and when they had control
in the White House in 1993 and 1994.

The previous speaker almost moved
me to tears in his very self-righteous
indignation, and then blamed George
Bush for killing it.

I may be a dumb country lawyer, I
may have graduated from the Univer-
sity of Alabama, but my recollection
was that George Bush was not Presi-
dent in 1993 or in 1994, that that was in
fact William Jefferson Clinton.

I see some people shaking their
heads, so maybe, maybe I am incorrect
in this. But they can be self-righteous
all they want. They had control over
this Chamber over the two-year period
in 1993 and 1994, they had the President
of the United States, and they did not
want to do anything on campaign fi-
nance reform.

Now they come to this well in self-
righteous indignation trying to dis-
tract people. . . . And if they want to
be self-righteous, if they want to get on
the well of the floor and debate this, we
will gladly do it for as long as you
want to do it, because you do not have
the moral high ground. And when you
had a chance to change things, you did
not do it, and you cannot rewrite his-
tory, as much as you would like to try.

So beat your chest in self-righteous
indignation, but pray for the children
tonight, pray for America and what-
ever you want to do, but the fact of the
matter is, that you are being hypo-
crites.

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
that the gentleman’s words be taken
down when he said that the White
House had sold influence to Communist
China and other things. There is no
proof of that, and that is absolutely ri-
diculous, to come into this body and
accuse the President of the United
States of selling influence to a Com-
munist nation.

I ask that the gentleman’s words be
taken down.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Florida will suspend.

The Clerk will report the words ob-
jected to.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

LAHOOD). Does the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. SCARBOROUGH] seek rec-
ognition?

Mr. SCARBOROUGH. Yes, Mr.
Speaker, I do.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to withdraw my words about spe-
cifically mentioning the
President . . . since while Newsweek
has written an article about that those
have not been proven yet, so I will spe-
cifically withdraw the statement re-
garding the President . . . .

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida?

There was no objection.
Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Speaker, I thank

the gentleman for making the correc-
tion, and that saves us a trip back to
Hershey.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

time of the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. SCARBOROUGH] has expired.

The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. HALL]
is recognized. The gentleman from
Ohio has 41⁄2 minutes remaining.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
BONIOR].

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the text of the
amendment I intend to offer, if the pre-
vious question is defeated, be printed
in the RECORD immediately preceding
the vote.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Michigan?

There was no objection.
The amendment referred to is as fol-

lows:
At the end of the resolution, add the fol-

lowing new section:
‘‘Section 2. No later than May 31, 1997, the

House shall consider comprehensive cam-
paign finance reform legislation under an
open amendment process.’’

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Let me conclude my remarks by re-
minding my colleagues that defeating
the previous question is an exercise in
futility, because the minority wants to
offer an amendment that will be ruled
out of order as nongermane to this
rule. So the vote is without substance.

The previous question vote itself is
simply a procedural motion to close de-
bate on this rule and proceed to a vote
on its adoption. The vote has no sub-
stantive or policy implications whatso-
ever.

Mr. Speaker, at this point in the
RECORD, I ask unanimous consent to
insert an explanation of the previous
question.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from North Carolina?

There was no objection.
The explanation follows:
THE PREVIOUS QUESTION VOTE: WHAT IT

MEANS

House Rule XVII (‘‘Previous Question’’)
provides in part that:

There shall be a motion for the previous
question, which, being ordered by a majority
of the Members voting, if a quorum is
present, shall have the effect to cut off all
debate and bring the House to a direct vote
upon the immediate question or questions on
which it has been asked or ordered.

In the case of a special rule or order of
business resolution reported from the House
Rules Committee, providing for the consider-
ation of a specified legislative measure, the
previous question is moved following the one
hour of debate allowed for under House
Rules.

The vote on the previous question is sim-
ply a procedural vote on whether to proceed
to an immediate vote on adopting the resolu-
tion that sets the ground rules for debate
and amendment on the legislation it would
make in order. Therefore, the vote on the
previous question has no substantive legisla-
tive or policy implications whatsoever.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time, and I move the previous
question on the resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on ordering the previous
question.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

Pursuant to clause 5 of rule XV, the
Chair will reduce to a minimum of 5
minutes the period of time within
which a vote by electronic device, if or-
dered, will be taken on the question of
agreeing to the resolution.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 219, nays
187, not voting 26, as follows:

[Roll No. 49]

YEAS—219

Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Bass
Bateman
Bereuter
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Boucher
Brady
Bryant
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Cook
Cooksey
Cox
Crane
Crapo
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Ensign
Everett
Ewing

Fawell
Foley
Forbes
Fowler
Fox
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Ganske
Gekas
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Granger
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jenkins
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kasich
Kelly
Kim
King (NY)
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lucas
Manzullo
McCollum
McCrery

McDade
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Molinari
Moran (KS)
Morella
Myrick
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oxley
Packard
Pappas
Parker
Paul
Paxon
Pease
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Riggs
Riley
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Royce
Ryun
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer, Bob
Schiff
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Shimkus
Shuster
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (OR)
Smith, Linda
Snowbarger
Solomon
Souder

Spence
Stearns
Stump
Sununu
Talent
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Thomas

Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Upton
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)

Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wolf
Young (AK)

NAYS—187

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baesler
Baldacci
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Bentsen
Berry
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Boyd
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Capps
Cardin
Clement
Clyburn
Condit
Conyers
Coyne
Cramer
Cummings
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Dellums
Deutsch
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Fazio
Filner
Flake
Ford
Frank (MA)
Frost
Furse
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gonzalez
Goode
Gordon
Green
Hall (OH)

Hamilton
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hefner
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Holden
Hooley
Hoyer
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Johnson (WI)
Johnson, E. B.
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Klink
Kucinich
LaFalce
Lampson
Lantos
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McDermott
McGovern
McHale
McKinney
McNulty
Meek
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (CA)
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moran (VA)
Murtha
Nadler
Neal
Oberstar
Obey

Olver
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Pickett
Pomeroy
Poshard
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Rivers
Roemer
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Schumer
Scott
Serrano
Sherman
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith, Adam
Snyder
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stenholm
Stokes
Strickland
Stupak
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Thompson
Thurman
Tierney
Torres
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Wexler
Weygand
Wise
Woolsey
Wynn
Yates

NOT VOTING—26

Baker
Barton
Berman
Carson
Clay
Clayton
Costello
Dicks
Etheridge

Foglietta
Gallegly
Gutierrez
John
Kingston
Leach
Manton
McCarthy (MO)
McHugh

McIntyre
Meehan
Ortiz
Price (NC)
Roukema
Schaefer, Dan
Smith (TX)
Young (FL)

b 1659

Messrs. MATSUI, PASTOR, and
SPRATT changed their vote from
‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’

Mr. FOLEY changed his vote from
‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’

So the previous question was ordered.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
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PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Ms. MCCARTHY of Missouri. Mr. Speaker,
on rollcalls No. 48 and 49 I was unavoidably
detained in transit. Had I been present, I
would have voted ‘‘no’’ on rollcall No. 48 and
‘‘yes’’ on rollcall No. 49.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). The question is on the resolu-
tion.

The resolution was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to House Resolution 88 and rule
XXIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 852.

The Chair designates the gentleman
from Nebraska [Mr. BARRETT] as Chair-
man of the Committee of the Whole,
and requests the gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr. SENSENBRENNER] to assume
the chair temporarily.

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved it-
self into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 852) to
amend chapter 35 of title 44, United
States Code, popularly known as the
Paperwork Reduction Act, to minimize
the burden of Federal paperwork de-
mands upon small businesses, edu-
cational and nonprofit institutions,
Federal contractors, State and local
governments, and other persons
through the sponsorship and use of al-
ternative information technologies
with Mr. SENSENBRENNER (chairman
pro tempore) in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to the rule, the bill is considered as
having been read the first time.

Under the rule, the gentleman from
Missouri [Mr. TALENT] will be recog-
nized for 30 minutes, and the gentle-
woman from New York [Mrs. MCCAR-
THY] will be recognized for 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Missouri [Mr. TALENT].

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that debate on this
bill be limited to 20 minutes, 10 min-
utes on each side, which I understand
the gentlewoman has no objection to.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Missouri?

There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The

gentleman from Missouri [Mr. TALENT]
will be recognized for 10 minutes, and
the gentlewoman from New York [Mrs.
MCCARTHY] will be recognized for 10
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Missouri [Mr. TALENT].

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, This is a non-
controversial but very significant bill,
Mr. Chairman. It is a supplement to
the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1996.
We call it the Paperwork Elimination
Act. What the bill does, in fine, is re-
quire that regulatory agencies give the

people that they regulate, not just
small businesses but everybody, the op-
tion to store and supply the informa-
tion they have to supply by electronic
means: modems, computers, faxes,
where that is appropriate. This is done
within the framework of the Paper-
work Reduction Act, which we passed
unanimously last year.

This bill itself passed the House last
year unanimously, moved over to the
Senate, was discharged from commit-
tee, but never reached the Senate floor.
It came out of the Committee on Small
Business unanimously. It is supported
by the ranking member, the gentleman
from New York [Mr. LAFALCE], and
myself. It is a good bill and a good step
forward in trying to provide some addi-
tional options to people who are trying
to supply information to the govern-
ment in an efficient way at as little
cost as possible.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today to encourage
quick passage of H.R. 852, entitled the ‘‘Pa-
perwork Elimination Act of 1997.’’

Paperwork demands of the Federal Govern-
ment place a tremendous burden upon all
Americans. Some estimates place the total
burden at more than 6 billion hours a year. To
place this staggering number in perspective, 6
billion hours of labor is equivalent to 3 million
employees working full-time to satisfy the
often repetitive and duplicative requests of
various Federal agencies. This is a expense
which small business can ill afford.

According to a 1995 study by Thomas Hop-
kins of the Rochester Institute of Technology,
small businesses with less than 20 employees
pay an average of $5,106 per employee annu-
ally in regulatory costs. This is in strong con-
trast to the average of $3,404 in regulatory
costs per employer which businesses with
more than 500 employees pay. Much of this
regulatory cost stems from paperwork—paper-
work which this legislation intends to eliminate.

The Paperwork Elimination Act builds upon
the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 to fur-
ther minimize the burden of Federal paper-
work demands upon small businesses and
others. H.R. 852 would accomplish this by ad-
vancing the use of alternative information
technologies including electronic maintenance,
submission, and disclosure of information. Es-
sentially, this would mean that anyone with ac-
cess to a personal computer or even a phone
would be able to meet the Federal Govern-
ment’s information requests in an easier and
less timely fashion.

It is important to note that the Paperwork
Elimination Act requires Federal agencies to
provide for only the optical use of alternative
technologies in complying with informational
demands. This legislation should not in any
way be construed as a mandate on individ-
uals. Those without the ability or desire to
comply with Federal regulatory demands elec-
tronically would not be required to do so
against their will.

H.R. 852 is identical to legislation passed by
the House in the 104th Congress. In the last
Congress, after a thorough hearing by the
Small Business Subcommittee on Government
Programs, our committee adopted this meas-
ure by voice vote and the House went on to
pass it unanimously. Unfortunately, even
though this measure was discharged by the
Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs,

the Senate was not able to take final action
before the close of the 104th Congress. After
consulting with Mr. LAFALCE, our ranking
member, we decided that we could move this
legislation through committee without the need
for an additional hearing. The committee held
a mark-up on this legislation last Thursday,
March 6. We reported this measure out unani-
mously by voice vote without amendment, and
filed our report later that day.

In conclusion, let me commend many out
there for moving into the information age with
such great speed and enthusiasm. I have ob-
served businesses of all sizes eagerly accept-
ing and embracing all forms of new tech-
nology. No office seems complete these days
without a computer and fax machine. Products
are being advertised, orders being taken, bills
being paid, all by electronic means. Why
should the Federal Government be any dif-
ferent?

I urge my colleagues to vote yes on H.R.
852, the Paperwork Elimination Act.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair notes
that control and duration of time for
general debate was set by order of the
House, meaning essentially 30 minutes
per side. While the previous request in
the Committee of the Whole is not con-
trolling, under the circumstances, how-
ever, the Chair notes that each side
may yield back any time that they
may desire.

Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York. Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself such time as
I may consume.

(Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in strong support of
H.R. 852, the Paperwork Elimination
Act of 1997, which the Committee on
Small Business reported out unani-
mously last week. I commend the
chairman and the ranking member for
bringing this bipartisan legislation to
the floor.

In approving this legislation, the
Committee on Small Business, which
has long been a forum for and a voice
of the small business community, took
another step forward, responding to
one of the principal ongoing concerns
of small business owners: the paper-
work burdens imposed on them by the
Federal Government.

Mr. Chairman, the ambitious title of
the legislation notwithstanding, I do
not foresee a day in my lifetime when
we will eliminate paperwork. Nor do I
foresee the day when we will altogether
eliminate regulations. What we can do,
however, and what this bill does, is
take advantage of existing technology
capabilities and ease the regulatory
burden on small businesses by reducing
the amount of paper they must fill out,
mail, and file.

This legislation itself imposes no
burden. It has no mandates. It allows
those small business owners, educators,
State and local governments and oth-
ers the option of communicating with
the Federal Government via computer.
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Mr. Chairman, I see much progress

and no problems accompanying this
bill, and therefore I urge all of my dis-
tinguished colleagues to support it.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to yield 1 minute to my friend,
the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
LOBIONDO.]

Mr. LOBIONDO. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in strong support of this legislation. I
would like to point out that according
to the Small Business Administration,
small business owners spend at least 1
billion, that is right, 1 billion hours a
year in filling out government forms,
at an annual cost of $100 billion.

As someone who has spent more than
25 years in a small business, I can tes-
tify to the accuracy of this statistic. I
spent more than my fair share of time
filling out form after form after form.
The paperwork required by the Govern-
ment was seemingly endless. The Pa-
perwork Elimination Act will alleviate
the paper burden by giving small busi-
ness owners and employees the option
to submit information by electronic
means.

Over the last several years, we have
seen historic changes in the field of
telecommunications. This bill will
bring the Government into the infor-
mation age. Many small businesses al-
ready take advantage of various tech-
nologies used for communication. This
initiative would give businesses the op-
tion to use this technology to submit
information to the Government. If it
does not have the capability or the de-
sire to exchange information electroni-
cally, if a business does not want to do
that, they will not be penalized under
this bill.

I hope the days of filling out forms in
triplicates will be behind us. Passing
this bill will be a giant step closer to
that end.

In the last Congress, this legislation
passed the House of Representatives
with unanimous support but it never
saw action on the Senate floor. In this
session I hope we can put this bill on
the President’s desk, and I urge all of
my colleagues to strongly support the
legislation.

Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York. Mr.
Chairman, I yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. LAFALCE], the distinguished
ranking member of the committee.

(Mr. LAFALCE asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Chairman, I want
to praise the gentleman from Missouri
[Mr. TALENT], the new chairman of the
Committee on Small Business, and all
the members of the Committee on
Small Business, especially the fresh-
man members on both sides, for the
great work they have done so far.

I call upon everyone to support this
bill.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support and as a co-
sponsor of the Paperwork Elimination Act of
1997, introduced by my good friend and the

chairman of the Small Business Committee,
Congressman JIM TALENT.

Last year the Congress passed and the
President signed the Paperwork Reduction
Act, which mandates fixed percentage cuts in
paperwork burdens over the next few years.
The Paperwork Elimination Act builds on that
law by encouraging the electronic submission
and disclosure of regulations and submission
of information for regulatory compliance.

This legislation is easy to extol as all af-
fected parties are a winner. It urges the Fed-
eral Government to disseminate and receive
information by computer where appropriate.
As this involves putting already existing tech-
nology to better use, the Government will incur
little, if any, additional administrative or finan-
cial cost to comply with the provisions of this
legislation.

Small businesses, nonprofits, and State and
local governments stand to gain because they
may, if they choose, comply with Federal re-
quirements for information by furnishing it
electronically rather than on paper. If this
serves to reduce paperwork storage and com-
pliance time, then the burden of the small
business owner and others becomes a bit
lighter.

In the last several years on the Hill we have
seen in our own offices an amazing increase
in our reliance on computers and other forms
of information transmission and storage. We
have seen our ability to communicate become
faster and more efficient. It is time we take the
next logical step and prod Federal agencies to
open the door to electronic communication
with the businesses, States and towns of
America. The Paperwork Elimination Act is the
next logical step.

Mr. Chairman, I urge all my colleagues to
support this legislation.

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. PAPPAS].

Mr. PAPPAS. Mr. Chairman, in my
office and in offices throughout our
country, e-mail has become an alter-
native and efficient way for people in
one office and different offices to trans-
fer information. Within minutes of
sending a message, memo, or docu-
ment, a recipient in the next office, or
someone who is five States away, re-
ceives information. It is quick, easy,
and it saves paper.

The technological advances of our
Nation have changed the face of doing
business, whether it is using e-mail,
having a WEB site, or even teleconfer-
encing businesses are taking advan-
tages of these technological advances
in order to speed up the transfer of in-
formation.

By passing the Paperwork Elimi-
nation Act, the Federal Government
can use these new advances in tech-
nology to reduce the burden on many
small businesses. The Government can
receive, disseminate, and respond to in-
quiries, input information, and save
thousands of pieces of paper by imple-
menting these new advances. The 104th
Congress took a giant step forward in
reducing the burdensome paperwork
that consumes many businesses by
passing the Paperwork Reduction Act.
The 105th Congress has an opportunity
to build on that and pass the Paper-
work Elimination Act.

b 1715
Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York. Mr.

Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from New Jersey [Mr.
PASCRELL].

Mr. PASCRELL. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentlewoman from New
York for yielding me this time. I com-
mend her efforts in bringing this legis-
lation to the floor.

The Paperwork Elimination Act is an
excellent piece of legislation. I believe
it will enjoy overwhelming bipartisan
support. The importance of small busi-
nesses in New Jersey cannot be empha-
sized enough. They are the backbone of
the State’s economy. Of the 187,000 full-
time business firms in New Jersey, 98
percent are small businesses, which are
independent businesses with fewer than
500 workers. The aim of this act is to
minimize the burden of Federal paper-
work on small businesses through the
use of electronic information tech-
nology.

To use an extreme example, some
small businesses are required to file
forms with up to 50 different Federal,
State and local agencies. This is impos-
sible. These bureaucratic demands can
strangle a small business. This bill
ameliorates this burden by requiring
all Federal agencies to provide the op-
tion of electronic submission of infor-
mation to all those who must comply
with Federal regulations. I believe it
will accomplish the goal that is set out
in the summary of the bill.

Small businesses play too significant
of a role in our economy. We need job
creation. We need productivity, and we
need expansion. I strongly urge my col-
leagues to support H.R. 852.

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Kansas
[Mr. SNOWBARGER].

(Mr. SNOWBARGER asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. SNOWBARGER. Mr. Chairman,
with that provision let me make just
two points in the interest of time.
First of all, I am very much supportive
of any efforts on the part of agencies to
allow electronic submission to take ad-
vantage of both efficiency and econ-
omy that is allowed by electronic sub-
missions.

The second point I would like to
make, however, is we must make sure
that the legislative history is clear on
this, that this is the option of the
small business and governments that
this is meant to provide some relief for
and it is not at the option of the agen-
cy.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the Paper-
work Elimination Act of 1997. This legislation
provides an option to small businesses and
others, who have the capacity to comply with
regulations by computer and other means, to
take advantage of electronic technology. This
is an effort to make it easier and less costly
to do business with the Government, and I
would encourage Government agencies to im-
prove their effectiveness in utilizing information
technology. I would like to point out that OMB
is required to oversee and promote the use of
electronic information technology.
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However, we should make it very clear that

the use of electronic technology is optional on
the part of those required to comply with Gov-
ernment paperwork mandates. I support this
legislation that will enable small businesses to
cut down the billion or so hours they spend
each year filling out Government forms, and,
hopefully, lower their costs of $100 billion.

Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Rhode Island [Mr.
WEYGAND].

Mr. WEYGAND. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentlewoman from New
York for yielding me the time.

I would first of all like to com-
pliment our ranking member, from
New York [Mr. LAFALCE] and our
chairman, the gentleman from Mis-
souri [Mr. TALENT]. If there is anything
that we have been talking about over
the last couple months, it is biparti-
sanship. This bill is probably the best
example of what anybody could call bi-
partisan legislation. It is here today. It
may be small. But it is indeed the first
effort that we have seen in this Con-
gress of a bipartisan piece of legisla-
tion, so I compliment them both.

As a former small business owner,
Mr. Chairman, I, like many of our col-
leagues, was besieged with Federal pa-
perwork, working nights and weekends,
taking time away from my family and
my clients to be able to fill in those
forms. This act will help change that.

More importantly, one of the things
that we have heard in this Congress
time and time again is that we must
teach our children about computers
and being more literate in that elec-
tronic field. This now forces us to also
recognize the Federal Government
must be literate in that area. It forces
them to be on the state of the art in
terms of technology. It forces us to fi-
nally get into the 21st century. It is a
great piece of legislation. It may be
small, but it moves us in the right di-
rection, not only for businesses but for
a bipartisan Congress. I hope Members
will all support it.

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. DAVIS].

(Mr. DAVIS of Illinois asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Chairman,
I first of all would like to commend
and congratulate Chairman TALENT
AND THE GENTLEMAN FROM NEW YORK
[MR. LAFALCE], the ranking member,
for the exemplary leadership that they
provided in bringing this legislation to
the floor.

I want to concur and agree with the
words that have already been spoken
by most of my colleagues and would
simply echo their sentiments. But I
would like to add that I hope that in
the implementation of this act that
even those businesses that we call
micro businesses, the ma and pa shops,
the cleaners, the beauty shops, the bar-
ber shops, those that do not even have

computers, I would hope that the legis-
lation would be implemented in such a
way that there would be a facility
someplace that they could go and re-
ceive assistance so that they, too,
could benefit from this legislation.

I think it is an excellent display of
bipartisanship, and I hope that we can
display in the near future the same
kind of bipartisanship, the same kind
of concern for campaign finance reform
so that the people of this country can
have the same assurances that small
businesses will have, that they will get
the most from their government.

Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York. Mr.
Chairman, I yield back the balance of
my time.

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I want to thank all the speakers for
their kind words about the bill and
about the process. I do need to thank
some other people, Mr. Chairman, very
briefly. The Committee on Small Busi-
ness shares jurisdiction over issues in-
volving paperwork reduction with the
Committee on Government Reform and
Oversight. I want to thank the gen-
tleman from Indiana [Mr. BURTON], the
chairman, and his staff for agreeing to
waive their primary jurisdiction over
the legislation. I also want to thank
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
MCINTOSH], a member of the Commit-
tee on Small Business who in his role
as chairman of the Subcommittee on
National Economic Growth, Natural
Resources, and Regulatory Affairs of
the Committee on Government Reform
and Oversight, has along with his staff
also assisted greatly in helping us
move this measure forward in a speedy
fashion.

I would also like to thank our rank-
ing member, the gentleman from New
York [Mr. LAFALCE], for his help in
moving the bill through the committee
at information age speed. It could not
have been done without him. I would
also like to thank the Committee on
Small Business staff who worked on
the legislation: Jeff Polich, Emily Mur-
phy, Laurie Rains, and Harry Katrichis
for the majority, and Patricia
Hennessey and Tom Powers for the mi-
nority.

With that, I urge my colleagues to
vote yes on this important bill, and I
yield back the balance of my time.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise today in support of H.R. 852, the
Paperwork Reduction Act. This bill is an im-
portant step into the technological age.

H.R. 852 will allow businesses to choose to
submit required information to the Government
by electronic filing. It will benefit businesses by
allowing them to use the most efficient means
available to communicate with the Govern-
ment.

H.R. 852 brings both business and govern-
ment into the modern age where information is
transferred quickly and efficiently through the
electronic medium. In so doing, it has the im-
portant effect of conserving resources—both
human and material—and eliminating waste.

In the 104th Congress, we recognized the
merits of H.R. 852 and voted unanimously in

favor of similar legislation. Our colleagues in
the Senate, however, did not act. I hope that
in this new session, the House and Senate will
stand together in support of this important leg-
islation. However, as we work to reduce pa-
perwork—a real discussion on campaign fi-
nance reform, should become a part of the
House agenda. That is a necessary part of
this body’s work.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
Mrs. KELLY. Mr. Chairman, I rise today in

strong and enthusiastic support of H.R. 852,
the Paperwork Elimination Act of 1997. This is
important legislation that will assist in the proc-
ess of lowering the paperwork burden that the
Federal Government places on small busi-
nesses throughout this country, and will facili-
tate Federal agencies’ efforts to fulfill their re-
quirements under the Paperwork Reduction
Act.

We all know that the Federal Government
places an enormous paperwork burden on
small business owners. The amount of forms
that it requires to be maintained or submitted
is staggering.

One study that was conducted by the Gen-
eral Accounting Office estimates the Govern-
ment-wide paperwork burden to be 7 billion
hours per year.

Because of this burden that it creates, the
Federal Government has an obligation to
make compliance with these demands as easy
and straightforward as possible. That is what
the Paperwork Elimination Act is designed to
address. It simply states that the Federal Gov-
ernment should recognize the advancements
in information technology management that
have been made in recent years, and allow
small business owners to utilize them when
meeting the demands that the Government
makes.

As chair of the Small Business Com-
mittee’s Regulatory Reform and Paper-
work Reduction Subcommittee, I con-
stantly hear from small business own-
ers across the country who are des-
perate for additional paperwork relief.
As a former small business owner, I
know first hand and can testify to the
demands that paperwork and record-
keeping can place on the busy schedule
of those trying to successfully operate
their own business. H.R. 852 simply pro-
vides an additional tool for these indi-
viduals to have at their disposal.

The one other important aspect of
this legislation that I would like to
highlight today is the flexibility it pro-
vides small business. While requiring
that Federal agencies accommodate al-
ternative information technologies,
these amendments to the Paperwork
Reduction Act leave the decision of
employing such technologies squarely
in the hands of the small business
owner. We did not need another man-
date from the Government telling
small businessmen and women how
they must comply. Rather, we need to
give them the option of deciding the
best way in which they can meet the
requirements placed upon them.

I would like to commend the gen-
tleman from Missouri [Mr. TALENT] for
introducing this legislation. As we all
know, this bill overwhelmingly passed
this Chamber during the 104th Con-
gress. I would like to urge all Members
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to support H.R. 852 and help make this
important legislation become law.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. All time for general

debate has expired.
Pursuant to the rule, the bill shall be

considered under the 5-minute rule by
section. Each section shall be consid-
ered as having been read.

During consideration of the bill for
amendment, the Chair may accord pri-
ority in recognition to a Member offer-
ing an amendment that he has printed
in the designated place in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD. Those amendments
will be considered as having been read.

The Clerk will designate section 1.
The text of section 1 is as follows:

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.
This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Paperwork

Elimination Act of 1997’’.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any
amendments to section 1?

If not, the Clerk will designate sec-
tion 2.

The text of section 2 is as follows:
SEC. 2. PURPOSES.

The purpose of this Act is to—
(1) minimize the burden of Federal paper-

work demands upon small businesses, edu-
cational and nonprofit institutions, Federal
contractors, State and local governments,
and other persons through the sponsorship
and use of alternative information tech-
nologies, including the use of electronic
maintenance, submission, or disclosure of in-
formation to substitute for paper; and

(2) more effectively enable Federal agen-
cies to achieve the purposes of chapter 35 of
title 44, United States Code, popularly
known as the ‘‘Paperwork Reduction Act’’.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any
amendments to section 2?

If not, the Clerk will designate sec-
tion 3.

The text of section 3 is as follows:
SEC. 3. AUTHORITY AND FUNCTIONS OF THE DI-

RECTOR OF THE OFFICE OF MAN-
AGEMENT AND BUDGET.

(a) DIRECTION AND OVERSIGHT OF INFORMA-
TION TECHNOLOGY.—Section 3504(a)(1)(B)(vi)
of title 44, United States Code, is amended to
read as follows:

‘‘(vi) the acquisition and use of informa-
tion technology, including the use of alter-
native information technologies, such as the
use of electronic submission, maintenance,
or disclosure of information to substitute for
paper.’’.

(b) PROMOTION OF USE OF ELECTRONIC IN-
FORMATION TECHNOLOGY.—Section 3504(h) of
title 44, United States Code, is amended by
striking ‘‘and’’ after the semicolon at the
end of paragraph (4), by striking the period
at the end of paragraph (5) and inserting ‘‘;
and’’, and by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(6) specifically promote the optional use
of electronic maintenance, submission, or
disclosure of information where appropriate,
as an alternative information technology to
substitute for paper.’’.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any
amendments to section 3?

If not, the Clerk will designate sec-
tion 4.

The text of section 4 is as follows:
SEC. 4. ASSIGNMENT OF TASKS AND DEADLINES.

Section 3505(a)(3) of title 44, United States
Code, is amended by striking ‘‘and’’ after the
semicolon at the end of subparagraph (B), by
striking the period at the end of subpara-
graph (C) and inserting ‘‘; and’’, and by add-
ing at the end the following:

‘‘(D) a description of progress in providing
for the use of electronic submission, mainte-
nance, or disclosure of information to sub-
stitute for paper, including the extent to
which such progress accomplishes reduction
of burden on small businesses or other per-
sons.’’.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any
amendments to section 4?

If not, the Clerk will designate sec-
tion 5.

The text of section 5 is as follows:
SEC. 5. FEDERAL AGENCY RESPONSIBILITIES.

(a) PROVIDING FOR USE OF ELECTRONIC IN-
FORMATION MANAGEMENT.—Section
3506(c)(1)(B) of title 44, United States Code, is
amended by striking ‘‘and’’ after the semi-
colon at the end of clause (ii) and by adding
at the end the following:

‘‘(iv) provides for the optional use, where
appropriate, of electronic maintenance, sub-
mission, or disclosure of information; and’’.

(b) PROMOTION OF ELECTRONIC INFORMATION
MANAGEMENT.—Section 3506(c)(3)(C) of title
44, United States Code, is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘or’’ after the semicolon at the end of
clause (ii), by adding ‘‘or’’ after the semi-
colon at the end of clause (iii), and by adding
at the end the following:

‘‘(iv) the promotion and optional use,
where appropriate, of electronic mainte-
nance, submission, or disclosure of informa-
tion.’’.

(c) USE OF ALTERNATIVE INFORMATION
TECHNOLOGIES.—Section 3506(c)(3)(J) of title
44, United States Code, is amended to read as
follows:

‘‘(J) to the maximum extent practicable,
uses alternative information technologies,
including the use of electronic maintenance,
submission, or disclosure of information, to
reduce burden and improve data quality,
agency efficiency and responsiveness to the
public.’’.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there amend-
ments to section 5?

If not, the Clerk will designate sec-
tion 6.

The text of section 6 is as follows:
SEC. 6. PUBLIC INFORMATION COLLECTION AC-

TIVITIES; SUBMISSION TO DIREC-
TOR; APPROVAL AND DELEGATION.

Section 3507(a)(1)(D)(ii) of title 44, United
States Code, is amended by striking ‘‘and’’
after the semicolon at the end of subclause
(V), by adding ‘‘and’’ after the semicolon at
the end of subclause (VI), and by adding at
the end the following:

‘‘(VII) a description of how respondents
may, if appropriate, electronically maintain,
submit, or disclose information under the
collection of information.’’.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any
amendments to section 6?

If not, the Clerk will designate sec-
tion 7.

The text of section 7 is as follows:
SEC. 7. RESPONSIVENESS TO CONGRESS.

Section 3514(a)(2) of title 44, United States
Code, is amended by striking ‘‘and’’ after the
semicolon at the end of subparagraph (C), by
striking the period at the end of subpara-
graph (D) and inserting ‘‘; and’’, and by add-
ing at the end the following:

‘‘(E) reduced the collection of information
burden on small businesses and other persons
through the use of electronic maintenance,
submission, or disclosure of information to
substitute for paper maintenance, submis-
sion, or disclosure of information, includ-
ing—

‘‘(i) a description of instances where such
substitution has added to burden; and

‘‘(ii) specific identification of such in-
stances relating to the Internal Revenue
Service.’’.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any
amendments to section 7?

If not, the Clerk will designate sec-
tion 8.

The text of section 8 is as follows:
SEC. 8. EFFECTIVE DATE.

This Act shall take effect October 1, 1998.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any
amendments to section 8 or to the bill?

If not, under the rule, the Committee
rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker pro tempore (Mr.
THORNBERRY) having assumed the
chair, Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska, Chair-
man of the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union, re-
ported that that Committee, having
had under consideration the bill (H.R.
852) to amend chapter 35 of title 44,
United States Code, popularly known
as the Paperwork Reduction Act, to
minimize the burden of Federal paper-
work demands upon small businesses,
educational and nonprofit institutions,
Federal contractors, State and local
governments, and other persons
through the sponsorship and use of al-
ternative information technologies,
pursuant to House Resolution 88, he re-
ported the bill back to the House.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the rule, the previous question is or-
dered.

The question is on the engrossment
and third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the bill.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 395, nays 0,
not voting 37, as follows:

[Roll No. 50]

YEAS—395

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Bass
Bateman
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berry
Bilbray
Bilirakis

Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boyd
Brady
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Calvert
Camp
Campbell

Canady
Cannon
Capps
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Coyne
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Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
Dellums
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Ensign
Eshoo
Evans
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Fawell
Fazio
Filner
Flake
Foglietta
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fowler
Fox
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Furse
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hansen
Harman
Hastert
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Hefner
Herger
Hill
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holden
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler

Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Inglis
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
Johnson (WI)
Johnson, E.B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kim
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kleczka
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDade
McDermott
McGovern
McHale
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meek
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (CA)
Miller (FL)
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Molinari
Mollohan
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Neal
Neumann
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver

Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pappas
Parker
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Paxon
Payne
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Poshard
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Reyes
Riggs
Riley
Rivers
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Sabo
Salmon
Sanders
Sandlin
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer, Bob
Schiff
Schumer
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Shimkus
Shuster
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (OR)
Smith, Linda
Snowbarger
Snyder
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Stokes
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Talent
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thompson
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman

Tiahrt
Tierney
Torres
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Walsh

Wamp
Waters
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Weygand

White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Wynn
Yates
Young (AK)

NOT VOTING—37

Baker
Barton
Becerra
Berman
Blumenauer
Boucher
Brown (CA)
Callahan
Clay
Clayton
Dicks
Etheridge
Everett

Gallegly
Hyde
John
Johnson (CT)
Kingston
Klug
Largent
Manton
McCarthy (MO)
McCrery
McHugh
McIntyre
Meehan

Nethercutt
Ortiz
Price (NC)
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Ryun
Sanchez
Schaefer, Dan
Smith (TX)
Smith, Adam
Young (FL)
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So the bill was passed.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Ms. SANCHEZ. Mr. Speaker, please let the
RECORD show that had I been present I would
have voted ‘‘aye’’ on rollcall No. 50.

f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
legislation just passed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
THORNBERRY). Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from Illinois?

There was no objection.

f

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

(Mr. BONIOR asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
engage in a colloquy with my friend
from New York [Mr. SOLOMON] about
the schedule for the remainder of the
week and for next week.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BONIOR. I yield to my friend
from New York.

Mr. SOLOMON. My good friend, the
minority whip, I would say to him, Mr.
Speaker, that we are pleased to an-
nounce the House has completed its
work for the week and there will be no
more votes today or for the rest of the
week.

The House will next meet at 2 p.m.
on the infamous day of Monday, March
17; I think some others than the Scotch
that I am would refer to that as St.
Patrick’s Day; for a pro forma session.
Of course there will be no legislative
business and no votes on that day.

On Tuesday, March 18, we will meet
at 12:30 p.m. for morning hour and 2
p.m. for legislative business. Members

should note that any recorded votes
will be postponed until 5 p.m. on Tues-
day, March 18.

Mr. Speaker, on Tuesday we hope to
consider the following five bills under
suspension of the rules. They are:

H.R. 924, the Victim Allocution Clari-
fication Act of 1997; H.R. 927, the U.S.
Marshals Improvement Act; H.R. 672, a
bill containing technical amendments
to copyright laws; H.R. 908, a bill to es-
tablish a commission on structural al-
ternatives for the Federal Court of Ap-
peals, and H.R. 514, a bill to permit the
waiver of D.C. residency requirements
for certain employees of the office of
the D.C. Inspector General.

Also on Tuesday, March 18, the House
will consider under an open rule H.R.
412, the Oroville-Tonasket Claims Set-
tlement Act; that is under an open
rule.

The House will meet for legislative
business at 11 a.m. on Wednesday,
March 19, and at 10 a.m. on Thursday,
March 20. We plan to take up the fol-
lowing measures, all of which will be
subject to rules:

H.R. 1, the Working Families Flexi-
bility Act of 1997; H.R. 929, a bill to ban
partial-birth abortions, and H.Res. 91, a
resolution providing amounts for the
expenses of certain House committees
for the 105th Congress.

We hope to conclude business and
begin the spring district work period
by 6 p.m. on Thursday, March 20, and I
would thank the gentleman for yield-
ing to me to explain this to the mem-
bership.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my colleague for his explanation. I
have just a couple of questions I would
like to pose to him if he would indulge
me for a second here.

On Tuesday H.R. 412, the bill that fol-
lows the suspension, the Oroville-
Tonasket Claim Settlement Act; that
is under an open rule on the floor. Does
the gentleman from New York expect
to complete that bill on Tuesday?

Mr. SOLOMON. Yes, we do.
Mr. BONIOR. So it could be into the

evening on Tuesday?
Mr. SOLOMON. I do not expect we

would go—that is not a very controver-
sial bill, and I would expect we would
be out sixish or even sooner perhaps.

Mr. BONIOR. Just so that the gen-
tleman is aware, there is opposition to
it on our side of the aisle, and I just
want the gentleman——

Mr. SOLOMON. I know of one signifi-
cant amendment that we discussed in
the Committee on Rules.

Mr. BONIOR. So it may take a while
and Members might be apprised that it
may run a little bit beyond 6 o’clock. I
just want the gentleman to know that.

And on Wednesday and Thursday, 19
and 20, my colleague mentioned the
three bills. Does he know which day he
is going to bring them up yet? H.R. 1?

Mr. SOLOMON. I say to the minority
whip that he is a former member of the
Committee on Rules and served there
with me for many years. We expect to
take up on the floor the Working Fami-
lies Flexibility Act. It will be under a
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